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200 Financial Center 1/8/95 

i)ea Moines, Iowa 50309 

Bear “r. -^elin, 

I am sure you remember our debate at Vanderbilt U niversity toward the end of 1975. 

You may remember that I was then not able to stand while 1 spoke. liras only 
recently ibut of the hospital after suffering the first of a serious of venous thromboses. 
I'd been released for travel too soon. The next morning 1 coadd not get a shoe on one 
foifat. vihfri they saw me at the airport ~ was single-loaded and a nurse who was on the 
plane was brought to sit with me. It is because I'd been unwell and required to keep 
my legs elevated that I was not able to shorten my prepared remarks. 'J-'hese medical 
probli^also account for both my typing and my writing. % legs are elevated when * type 
and whe ; 2 write and tfeus when I read and correct: what I have written it is on a clip- 
board in my left hand, in the air, and I write with my right hand. So I along with explain- 
ing why my typing so so poor, as 1 do with all others, I apolgize for it/. 

Ag you may not know, despite that and subsequent medical problems I filed more 
than a dozen FOIA lawsuits. As a result x obtained about a third of a million />ages of 
previously-withheld records, mostly those of the FBI. I makeththem freely available to 
all writing in the field, along with the also unsupervised use of our copied. I do this 
aos^ite knowing tbaT almost all will write wheft” I do not agree with. Several of those 
.iu/.ts were precedental and ono was cited in the legislative history of the 1974 amending 
of the Act as requiring the amending of the investigatorj^iles exemption to return it 
to the meaning of the Act as originally drafted, if this is> news to you, then you may 
be interested in the fact that the Senator who saw to it that the legislative history is 
clear wan the sole surving Kennedy brother. 

Cont'Sry to your usual representation, that those who do not agree with the official 
mythology to which you cptotribed so much are " sensati ona l ! tst" as you know from my books 
I restrict myself algnist entirely to tfee official evidence, including a not inconsider- 
a ole 14 'of what you contrived. You least have my Ppst Mortem because you load it at 
Vanderbilt and said you then has re^dd half of it. I've just checked the inderi. I refer 
to you in that book 13 times. I do. not recall that any one of those times 1 had occasion 
to speak well of your work on the Commission but 2 have not heard a wfod of complaint 
or correction from you. 

As I recall it was about midnight when that debate and a little conversation 

' JL 

after it ended. That was o a/ a Thursday night. The earliest you could have been home 
was sometime ^riday. You then announced that you would hold a press conference the next 
day, a Saturday, and you did. i ou then called for a new investigation. That after more 
than a decade yCu did tho first possible moment after our debate, after I a«d your record 
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Wliat I did__^, ' 

to your facejEBziferanci after what you had reajl in Post Mortem - and i do hot recall 
l> V 

that with the fine opportunity you had at anderbilt you made any protest over what I 
wrote or attrubuted any error to it — leads to the belief that there was a cause- 
effect relationship. 


Rabbi Sam Silver is a dear friend of my youth. He sent me your letter to him of 

August 10, 1993. Aside from the limitations we both have and are lucky to have survived 

we then were preparing for guesi^who wanted to be with us on the occasion of our jibing 

awarded honorary doctorates in humane/Letters for the work we have done on the assaasina- 

/ . slkSur- 

tions. Then, as I again busied myself witl| work, I forgot about what I regard as a -sfefaer- 

like evasion and a false description of my work. It is a description you knew was 

false when you wrote it. By then I hat i published six books on the Kennedy assassination. 

"he ' 

j-our words are, referring to me, "regretfully, is inaccurate. With those six books giving 
you ample opportunity, herewith solicit from you justification for your words. I am 
asking you to show me any significant , error in those books. At this time I have a 


special interest in that. 


Several years ago, when it was clear that the time remaining to me cannot be long, 

1 decided to use all of that time I can perfecting the assassination record, including 
that of the investigations of which you were part, to the degree that is now possible 
for me. U have several book-lemgth studies completed, each dealing with a fdifferent 
aspect , and I am now wofckLng on another. Its title is Inside the JFK Assassination J n- 
dusrty. While it is not possible to be all-inclusive in this, I do. treat with the books 
of both extremes and I am adding the participation in this industry of the Commission, 
which really both got it started and made the rest possible. It was in this connection 
tha I revalled your letteer to Sam. 

I got it out. You also included several of your n^ess'lcSS articles that stripped 

■T r r “ 

of their sanctimony boil down to "J. am right because say am right* I intend to yse 
whaiil quote above^ of your letter and what you say in those articles in this writing. 

I w i'^1 be using thi$ lettj^r and any response you may make. I will use whtf.t you may 

■su ^ i 

s^nd in facsimile so that there may hot be any self-serving accusation that was not 

faithful to it or made any changes in it. 

If you do not respond I'll use this letter and say that I heard nothing from you. 
*our explanation to j^am of yo^r not making any specific response to whatever he said 
or in explanation of your saying I am ?inaccurate, ” is as we both know, not in accord 
with tho facts or with your extensive i&story of using any and every excuse possible to 
get an article or oped piece published and of writing innumerable letters to newspapers 
all over the country. I have copies o£ them that were sent to me. ^ou not oitLy do not 
" respond," you also do not respondjWL in what you cannot respond by saying, that I am in- 
accurate^ because you claim not to have time.' You find^all the time in the world for 
self-serving attention in all the media and for more articles or any kind and letters 



‘J 


than any, if not in fact all of your former Commission colleagues. What I assaying 
is that you could not and. knew you could not document your insult to me and to my 
work to my deyr friend so instead you resorted to evasion and untruth* 

Remember, I am soliticinlg yur documentation of what you say and of what you refer 
to as my inaccuracies, with the intention of using them entirely unaltered. 


used your letter to sam, in addition to in effect calling me a and sensa? ion- 
ods*5& alist" to give you several of your self-serving and I say without any iliffi5a$aai oa 
false and inaccurate articles. 

In referring to the so-called magic bullet. Commission Exhibit 399, and to Governor 
£onnally's wounds in your Hew Ior£ I'toes oped June25, 1993, you say that "All 

the physicians J^io treated u r. onnally f o£p his wounds agree that he had been struclc by 
juts one bulled fired from behind." I gc^S into that testimohy in the last two chapters 
of my first book. It was completed in mid-February 196,5,. What you say is not true and 
in saying it you should have known it is untrue. Rather than take the time to cite all 
those who said the opposite of \bhat you attribute to them, because that book dfell open 
to pages 172 and 173 I see inhere that one of the doctors who treated Connally,J^r, 

Gregory. I quojfe frojn liis testimony as. I report it on the next pagei: 

"It was • exttCemeQr unlikely' that it could have been the bullet to 'lodge in 
She Governor's thigh. (2h376)" 

0 n the same page of my book 1 quoje himyks saying of your magic bullet that in the 

official mythology cavsj all of CormallTJ' s wounds he saySja second ballet hit Mm, 

Hot onjty did ^r, Gregoiy&’ther than what you say he did, he also said it was not 

1 p iTvid A udet " 

possible at the time in the Zaproner film you say it did. 

On page 176 I quo^e~yiw testimony by Ih?. ^fafcrees' Shires, who was in charge of 

J^r, Shaw, as not agreeing with the made-up single- 
by Allen ^ulles, who asked if/ there had been two bullets 
Shaw's rply, contrary to your representation tff it, answer/nullei, "Yes ; or Three" 
(4H114) ' / 

I could go on and on with this hut I tf*nk these are. adequete to prot& that Ly ou 
kncwongly misrepresented your own testimony to serve yoy own purposes an^that it was less 
than honest. 

iJ y ia^idvertent references to fo. Shiref above I use to call Jo your attention what 

I believe caimoj: be accidental mistakes you made. 

The only C 0 nnally fragments you refer to are those "removed from his wrist." In this, 

tofi yjur’less tha^ther than horniest, lou know v«ry well that i)r. Stores attested #o 
J A ' , , f. 

a fragment remainingiin C 0 nnal^'s chest and you knsjo', too, that there was one in hid 
thigh. *ou do not mention them because it is obvious, as the doctors who^ testimony 
you mpirepresent did testify, all the fragments without them came te more than was m-ig.cn n g 


U 

U1UJU7U.X,/ u. ux’ea 

bullet magic. V/hiy questioned 

JLs ' 


onnally 'd treatment, a orry^I m<pn. 


_£■ 
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f ron that 


ic bullet. 



k 


You thei/ go into $r. Vincent P. Guinn's HSGA testimony knovdjigt^using- I say 


using-wliat serves your purpose and eliminating the grim actuality of what he said,/ that' 

“1 

"the fragments removed from Hr. Connafy came from the bullet found in the hospital which 
were ballistically ^proven to have come from Lee Harvey U swald*d rifle." This is an 
absolute iy possible and J would appreciate it if you explain it as coming fro# your 
ignorance of ballistics testing of i^ you said what is not true delibefately. ,J -'hose 
as you say correctly "pc&age-stamp weights specimens were not capabke of b~All:i sties 
testing. You did say of them that Guinn subjected them to neutron activation abaly3is. 

•“•ou are familiar with^his testimony and you are much less than honesty? what you 
suppress from it. because it is easier for mejto report the Washington Post’sjstory, 

£6r which I prepared george Gardner as best ; -I could , anticipating what I correctljif did 
anticipate, 1 cite it.ThaSS date of the issue i$ September 9, 1978. 

Whatr you suppressed, and I submit it has also the effect of lying about his testi- 
monjy/and^it*! means, is what IXIXJQjMSBX I refer to. 

"Guinn’ s tests also created a new mystery, however. The fragments the FBI tested 
in 1964, he told Fithian, have all disappeared. GpiniTsSKL said he had carefully weighed 
the bits and pieces of metal brought to him fay officials of the National /Archives laast 
l|ear and not one of them matched the fragments recorded in the FBI data. 

"jtThe Pieces brought out by the Archives did not include any of the specific 
pieces the FEE analyzed,’ he testified. ’Where they are I have no idea." 
at this pod^fit I believe it is not inappropriate for me to cite the Unabridged 
Random House definition of shyster; 

P 1. A /awyer who uses unprofessional or questionable methods; 2. One who gets 
along by petty, sharp practise." 

In one of these artciles.you boast that know more about the ballistics evidence 
than anyone else, dubious yk best but that is not unique for you. You also use, which 

siT/J 

is to sgyySs here with guinn, that HSCA testimony. Ho you do not seem able to claim thqt 

it was through ignorance. that you misrepresented entirely the results of Guinn's 

testing and his testimony. Knowing it, referring to it as you do, I asked you to tell 

oak. ✓ je 

me how this was less than "sharp practise fay you. I-al^er you also if this is accpted 
or "unprofessional of questionable methods. " 

■‘■hose tests of I964 you legal eagles on the Commission did not even get! I sued 

f-erv. 

giiwrthem and I did get them. Anticipating a possible defense you may make, Neutron acti- 
vation analysis does not consume the specimen. 

I also deposed four of those FBI lab agents. Gallagher, who did the spectrographic 
examinations and supervised the UAAs, testified as you say that postage stamp weight 
is all that required. If 1 measurements he gave it <^no more than a millimeter. 

If as you should have, and if there La any basis at all for your boast about both 
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your knowledge and your expertise f-$aA ± f^ y au examine^ -^ullet 399 » \vVich seems to me 
to be a "re^Sste- »eqy~ requisite for any claim of subject-matter expertise and for 
what you say about it L and of course it Was examined and testified to at your Com- 
mission^ and you tfcffinot nee that grazier gouge an ever so much, larger thai nec- 
frL • <nvfUi nniAn l rt-p #1-4 A otrAM enlr Vi*4 m «»■?' 


essa^ core spocimej^Jof you l^kshaws did not even ask him after 

seeing it, and you did nothing to learn why he took so much and what happened to it, 

^ou did not do what ^ think is required of lawyers, seeing tcjit that the evidence ie 
pristine. The need for you to have done that is apparent from Guinn's testimony-the 
part you personally suppress in your self [/glorification in this and in other oped pieces. 

Now an additional and side issue I raise with you is did you impose upon the ferust 

rtr 

of the rimes? *ou did. 'on the trust of the people who read you article^the mos t minor 97 
criticism I can think of^b^i^EHat it is inordinately boastful and self-serving. 

On deposition Frazier testified that he did not have any special reason for taking 
what is 30 obviously too much, that he did not weight it, and that he did not know 
what happened to it. 

I'll cume to the direct quote, &ut you say you are the expert on thos evidence. 

Yet the Commissionndid not go into this at all. In all 26 volumes it has not a 

single reference to Frazier's having removed any specimens# from the bullet core. 

hid of this suggest to you. a sjef -proclaimed expert, that questions had to be 

asked, \haVwhy so much was taken, why it was not Weight^ and that the FBI now 

U 

cannot accent for what happened to it? 

I also got from the FBI, as you knytT from my publishing it in Post Mortem, a 
clear photograph of the front of the A residentj^hirt. Not only did 1 present” the evidence 
that f.£ was not caused by any bullet, the picture itself shows the layman, less than 
the expert you say you are, that those slits are not and could not possibly have been 
caused by any bullet.The wer^. caused by a nurse's scalpel as Dr. Carrico told me and 
as I report^ in tliat book. Is it ~aefa- possible that if I could^ee this with the naked 
eye that all of you Sherlock ^olmses did not see that? 

Frazier and ^Slianeyfelt, the La^photo expert, were Commission witnesses. There 
was not a single question asked about this shirt^ollar. damage that in any wSjtx 
related to what is so verjp obvious in it. 

Vie showed tha'c picture to Frazier, something none of you Hercule Poirots did 
when you should have, and asked him about it. He testified readily that as soon as 
he saw the shirt he had questions and that he referred them to a hair-and-fibres 
expert, 4 ^ul S tom b ua^g ,for ^tombaugh to uo the Lab work and report on it. That 
Stombaugh report was withheld from me, but shQuldfyou, Inspector masonf with law degrees, 
have cond^steid enough of an investigation to have learned of and have gotten that report? 
As you should have and did not ask theobvious questions about that shirt collar-damage? 
Or how the nick on the tie got there? ^ouSsarn Spades not only assumed it was caused by 


a bullet-you tol^ the people that and your entire report is based upon itJ 

NoM/the picture^ of that tie tho FBI gave you were described to me by the Archives 
photographer as requiring all the great skills of the FBI to make them so bad, so 
meaningless. But you Perry Masons had the actual tie to look at. 

How, lawyers that you all were, former prosecutor that Spectearwas, did not of you 
think e£ see whether there was a hole through the tiejjf, as required by that very basis 
of your report, tfiat the exiting magic bullet went slap dab through it? There id n o 
hole in the tie. Hather is there a mere nick.Q^Jat, on the knot, is at the upper left 
extreme of that knot as worn. Yet the slits you pretend were a bullet hole when they 
do no k coincide in either length of their positions on the buttoned neckband, were not 
at all where that nici(is. How in the world, even it those slits were^bullet hole, 
could that one bullet go through the middle of the neckband and not touch the tie at all 
except fov that nick at itJ Supper <extreme^that is also as far from the center as it could 
be and exist at all? 

I 

1 ou knew the bullet ^!left spectrographic traces in th back of thp^rosidentf coat and 
jdaicet yet with that endless magic left none at all on either the shirt or the knot. D id 
it not occur to any of you Paul Drakes to ask the FBI how it could possibly be that the 
bullet had the magic required to decide where it would an would not deposit traces^? 

^those HAA tests that all yoiT^S^tv-Semamg^ed not even to learn about, such being 
your Agatha Christie competences, resiilted in the admission that the scraping? from the 
insdie of the windshield no lqflfeer exist. That was FBI specimen Q15. What kind of in- 
vestigation did you conduct if you did not learn that it had disappeared and why? 

I oeiti say more about the results of those FBI HHAs that I got and none of you gave 
a fWn about but I restrict myself . to one, one that is not new toji yc>jx bexause I report 
it in Post Mortem. The Dallas police made paraffin lasts incj.udingjbo 4ft the byproducts 
of firing a rifle from Oswald's cheek. The last-minute effort to/fcake nothing of this 
by the Commission was to call u allagher as its last witness, as I recall on September 15- 
when the -deport had to have been in page proof for the index in it. It was only nine 
days later that a copy was given to the /Resident. Gallagher testifed that praffin 
paraffin^ tests are not conclusive, ^e was no"jr asked the obvious question about that 
as should have occured to the kind of expert you say you are, the best e£(fou say? x t is 
a well-knorpr fact tliaj they are not incriminating and to this extend Gallagher told the 
tufrth. But they have been recognized as definitive exculpatory evidence for at least 
75 years. 

Well a': Osk. didge they had a number of people fire that rifle. They then made and 
testou paraffin castd. find as you saw in Post Mortem, each and; every one of those . 
hold the normal 'byproducts of firing a rifle l I call to your atten tjojjt hat you "write Sam 
kha X am "inaccurate," in effect do not know what I talk about,/ aaater . 
you had and read Post iiortem. aJLiost 13 years Inter, after Jftk all those letters <7OTT 



wrote, after gig, ffi ose appearances you made on TV, and you then wrote your Pinal 
Disclosure : Tiie s is03^ 1 ruth About the /assassination of ^reisdent Kennedy. *ou have 
no mention of this in that book. You have none of what I say about about the damage 
to the A resident's clothing or what you should have investigated and dicin' the 
substitution of otheV^lajT for the specimens that were removed from the formally 
wrist, ^'inal Disclosure? Pull Truth? /0>oe3 these words appjfcy to you? I suggest your 
u $e of thwse words is liJKe love from the mouth of $ whore. 

To the Times you quote yourself as saying there is "nothing inconsistent be- 
tween ij r. Ooimally's belief that the second shot had struck him and the findings 

of the commission..." . 

i his is so outreigeous a lie and to your knowledge a lie you are self -described as 
a liar! You have become so obsesed with exculpating yourself you have becomes lost 
in it and what it drives you to! You know very well that absultely basic to the ' C fcmiais» 
sions conclusions ij^it that only the second bullet misssed' in that mytliology. When you 
pull southing Him tliis you are concerned with conning people into not thfnJTyou 
failed to meet your obligations you are insensitiVe to your self-condemnation in his- 
tory in what you say. br of what may be thought of your children if you have any. iiiave 

f - . 

for years watched your irrationalities you inflict on the people through the media that 

trusts you but that you could lie this brazenly really- does astound me. 

This lack of contact with reality is manifest in the first words of your Wall Street 

Journal "Counterpoint" j^Lece of January 16, 1992. 

"I have more firsthand knowledge about the key witnesses and the physical 
evidence of the assassination of President Kennedy than anyone else. I am the 
only person in the world who has had access to everything in the Warren Commission 
files and CIA files about the assassination." 

You know, as a lawyer, that the most ij^ortant past of tJp investigation of a 
homicide is the part of the Commission's work that Arlen Specter handled, wijdio.^tyau^ 
Yqu a i S o know 'that Wesley Lieheler conducted more depositions that you did, and as best 
I recall, to mention just two of them, he deposed Abraham Zapruder, whose film was so 
basic in the Commission* 3 work, and James T. Tague , who was slightly injured by the 


missed shot. How much more important 


'physica^e 


ividence" did the Commission have 


than Zapruucr’s film? «md who was more of a "key witness" to one of the three shots 
the Commission admits than I'ague? Vstfi J/~W Cf'- 

However you may torture words to give "physical evidence" a special meaning they 
do not have, your knowledge of it cannot begin to compare with that of the FBI that 
did most of the Commission’s so-calldd investigation for it and all of its Laboratory 
testing, ballistics studies, hair-and-fibres examinations all all its photographic 
work^-Jou have Been so irrationally driven to seek self- justification that you either 
lose contact with reality in saying this or it has come to the point in your obsession 
that you cann&t tell the truth even by accident! 

I have what y- be|iebe most people wpuld regard as the best authority in the world 
for saying that your claimed knowledge of those matters is inferior to - the FBI 

, r 

and its department of Justice counsel in my C.A, 75-226. 3n an opposition it told that 

court about me, the plaintiff, "plaintiff could makes such claims ad infinitim'^since he 

\ investigation / 

is perhaps more familiar with the events surrounding the aSiwsiiigitieiC of President 

Kennedy's assassination than anyone now employed by ,the FBI. "(if you ^ant tojgiow the 

Jf qAH" *** 

circumstances surrounding this exception /evaluation by an adversS^i&essflStmie know.) 

I 

I used FOIA to get and I did get what <*t was y4ur( plural) obligation to get ahd 

. Ci. 

you not only did not, you did nat have either the . persofial^ourage to fangia with the 

I'BI to get wljat you knew it had and had not given you. One of man-examples is the above- 
cited HAA results. You timid soul£ either never did learn that those tests were made or 
you lacked the integrity to tell that to the people. That they were made is not to my 
knowledge indicated in either the Report or in any of thos massive 26 volumes of sup- 
posed evidence appended to it. 

All of you gumshoes together are such demon investigators you could not find 
puhic hair in an overworked and undercleaning whore house - at rush hour. 

As for the Journal' s allegation that the Warren Commission wa 3 'less intent on 
truth than in unifying the nation,'" you told it, describing that as "hogwash*when it 
is fche obvious and well-estaboished officj^ L fact, beginning with the Commission's own 
outline of its own work. Always boastful^you then say, "I was one of the people sele£>-~ 
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cted by Earl Warren* ^trading on his name here,"j£o serve as counsel to his Commission." 
'*011 were not "counsel to, his commission." j^ou were one of the ssistants to him, J. lee 
Rankin, who was its general counsel. 

Warren select ed you? Of all the country's young, ambitious and J/pwardly mobile 
lawyers he knew about you in ges ^oines and just had to have you on his staff? Is this 
not what you told the J oumal? Are you sure you did not apply for the job? Or that some 
political figure recommended you for it? 

lou quote "One of the most vivid memories of my professional career" in a knowingly 
inadequat^cf erence/k to "our first meetin^with him, "when he uttered five words I 
will never ^forget: 'truth is our only client'." First, are you saying that in that 
"professional career" of which you boast you'd never heard that cliche before? Come 
now, gee back on the ground, out of that stratosphere in which you float sublimely un- 
aware of the spectacle yolf make of yourself. 

1168 it just happens, as you know if you have my fourth book of the "hitewash series, 


■j^iat no^S 


of you career-oriented and winded assistant counsels did I did in bringing the 


Commission memos on that meeting to flight. I do not remember one from you in the Com- 

,,*» 7 

mission's files, either, ■‘•is it seems to me reflects just how "vivid" you considered it 
then. As you lqjow if you have the book, one of the two staff memos I found on that 
session of January 20, 1964 I reproduce in facsimile on page 24 and a different one 
on the next page, also in facsimile. Neither of those memos say what you say Warren 
said at that meeting, but of course those two of your former associates may not have 
found the well-known cliche as "vivid" as you did. 

What you do not say that Warren told you at that meeting I believe most people, 
including the journal's editor, would have found much more significant, as telling 
you why he took the job of heading that Commission when he not only knew it was 
wrong, tliat he should not, but also because he'd polled the G-pd^fc and to a man they 
urged him not to. (At that point, in addition to why no Justice should take such a role 
on, the ^aelc ' L uby case was hoaded to that £ourt and Warren would have its had to disquali- 
fy himself. r fhis is to say nothing about what ff^by counsel might have argued about whether 
the C ourt could be considered impartial when its head was so parti pris.il 
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Your former associate A'felvin Eisenberg says of what Warren. I^ien told you what 
you somehow then, now or all the time, found lesif "oivid" that the cliche. He was 
explaining why he took the 3 oh when he should not have. The reason, in Eisenberg ' 3 words, 
is that if he did not it "could conceivably lead the country into a war which could cost 
40 million lives." 


That without there liavinij-been a conspiracy? And how many potential adversaries 
were there capable of waging a war in which there could be so many lives lost? To say 
nothing about erfher casualties and damage? 

Howard Willens* nemo in on the next pages. % must not have found what Eisenberg 
emphasized very "vivid" because he makes no mention of it.An^Aeither quotes what you say 
was so "vivid" to you. 

Republican that you are you cannot and do not overlook the dishonest opportunity 
Igfr yoj^ made up to th€ same time fcld Robert Kennedy responsible for your Comp- 

mission's conclusion!' .and trading on his name. In the course of Criticizing j^Liver 
Stone's JFK you refer tc?the allied and x tell you nonexisting "fact that Robert 
Kennedy held someone from the Justice department serve both as counsel to the YJarren Com- 
mission and a 3 liaison with Justice." 

If you did not know thi 3 was in ajbl parts ihntrue from your work on the Commission 
you did see the Commission's records iuse in the Post Mortem chapter "Hades not 
Same lot." The Commission started trying to get Kennedy to endorse the ^port it had not 
yet written not latex tlian J une, 1964. You were, of course, men of principle practising 
the highest standards of lawyers in this. The tiujh is that ^obert Kennedy was, and I thpk 
correctly, entiiely detached from the investigation of his brother's assassination and he 
made this clear in the Commission's records x published, he in fact did not endufse yoyr 

' ZZ* ■ ’ 

report. A minor oversight on your part in what x quote from you? That is not a "question- 
a le method," not "petty, sharp? practise," counsellor? 

Because this is so vile, trying tp make the victim's tothur priwy to if not in 
-:,ome v;ay responsible fo^our Commission and its conclusions -why else do you use his 
name when it is a liejj^ I am blunt in this ^and tell you upou are a liar. 


If you had done even a fraction of the work you boast about having done and in 

_1- H w 

thaj having acquired more knowledge than anyone else, you would have known that it 
Was noj : itobert Kennedy who got that idea and selected ^illens. It was Nicholas £atzen- 
back, then deputy AG, and I have his records on that. 

You make tliis even vilgr in next saying, "Hobert Kennedy wanted to know who 
tiled his brother." Who didn't? What smidgeon of xptd proof do you have to use his nam 
this waj., as I quote your words to the journal? 

He ms and he remained detached from the investtigation and he not only was 
not involve ^.n your Commission's wor3f your own records x published and you have make 
it clear that he intended to preserve that detachment. 

■hi the light of this truth, the truth you shpuld have know or you could not 

t 

uece^ly or eithically or morally say what you say, and especially because you are of 

the party that opposed him, 1 think that what you do here is so dirty it cannot be con— 

-fayvH^fa t 

demned m e re dha Br- is nos sibl ey* 


Have you no shame? * . 

U n u liver °tone, by the way, it was ^1, not you, who began the criticism of him. I 
did not oppose his making a movie or saying W it what he wanted to say. I opposed it 


because in announcing it he^esribed it as non-fictions #was not sufficiently informej^ 
to do a nonfiction movie about the assassination and as I saj assured him in advance of 
liis shooting by several months, that was impossible if based on the Garrison and iJ arrs 


books. 


I suggested that it" be exposed to George Gardner of the Washington Post, not you. 

I gave ^ardner a c^opy if the script thatTiad been mailed to me and access to all my 
records, ijhlduing particularly on garrison^ptfa even worse offense by him I blocked at 
request of several on his^taff when they failed. 

fgo back to one of your earlier lies, and x mince no words, it was a knowing 
and intended lie, to cite what is a public record and is not as specific in m^jjl! books 
as it ajl/ter was wlienjt got a copy of tigress conference of two of "the^ physicians who 
treated" President fennedy. x ou refer to only those who treated ^onn^Ly to tell what thi 
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FBI it self £ makes a lie of as yolj should have known because the first copy of it I 

i 

got from your Commission's file and reported in my first book, ^ou say of the bullet 

' I 

that hit ^onnalv, and you say there was only one, the bullet that you and your Qom- 

4 - 

mission said was from the back, the one you both said exited through his neck, shirt 
collar and tie , the singly -bullet fabrication you continue to endores in these articles' 


what those doctors said the exact opposite of. 

V Malcolm/ 

At th&t press conference crfa? soon as they cleaned up Dr\ ramie cm ^erry, the only 
phsyician who liad occasion to examine the wound in the fcjftit of the President's neck- 
he made the 1 ncision through it fur the tube to assist breathing -was asked three times 
if that neck wound was caused by a shot from the Son front . Three times he said JL t was 
mid all three times he was confirmed by the hospitai()s chief of neurosurgery, hr. ^emp 


Clark. The Al? carried that, the Hew York ' A imes and the Washington Post,|mong most if 
not all the nation's papers reported it. 

T'liis of courses is yo]Mmade-up history of that magic bullet. You say it caused. 

/ . ii'Lrn 

all seve/^ non-fatal wounds on bot^i victims. The FEjJ and the Secret ServiEe^isagreed/ ? 
before your Commission got started and from the records T have, never changed on this. 
As the fiye-volume repoft j^f LBJ ordered of the FBI the night of the assassination 
and is Commission Document 1 in those files, could not be more exploit in saving, 
the first and third of "these admitted shot hit Kennedy only and the second shot hit 

l * 

ConnaHy only . 

Theve is no tiling more essential in what the Commission cpneluded and is in just 
about everything jimu write fclia^/ the single-bullet myth Arlen Specter made up. Without 
'that there is not any lone gunman. r 'phese words and your rene^ewed endorsement of that 
myth are f he last words in ytfur letter to Sam, |ou say this in differnt words thatm 
mean the some thing in yout Times oped piece. Above y»u words saying it the $imes has 
this subhead: “The single-bullet theory is solid." i ou used these words in the Journal 
article you 3ent Sam with your letter, "Bee Harvey, Oswald as the lone gunman..." 

You coulcj^say this he^cuse each and every one of you lawyers. shou&L Jjav^known 
what you suppressed from the /Report you assistant cmunsels wrote your own evidenee 


MuattvmMUUktRQtsuta 
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that proves beyond question thaTTdt was impossible. Ij^ what I will say I do, and I want 
you not to be under any misapprehension about this, believe it established "^etj^ jflharp 
practisS and is the use of "unprofessional or questionable methods," the words of the 
definition Osj shyster. If as iielieve is not possibke you did not know what I r 4/snto 
from your Commission work it is in my first book you have to have to justify in your 
own and obsessed mind what you say of my writing arm/ it is in Post Mortem, 

which you do have and sTMd you did read. 

Secret from your 1Jt o port‘d is the fact" that the Commission hdd the BRA produce^ the 
country's very best shots. A llf. were ratjfcid ’^master." The Qswald rifle was overhauled and 
tlv-jj still could not make the sight Jiwrk. It wa3 ndf made for that rifle, which was not 
intended for, a telescopic sight, Th^y has to shim the sight to be able to use it. Their 
tests for you were at the Aberdeen proving ''rounds. The test conditions were rigged to 
make it easier to dupicato the shooting you attributed to Oswald. Ud?o, by the way, 
was in your own records evaluated by the’ Marine Corp officially as "A Jrather poor 'shot.'" 
The elevation was half that ctp (Reality, and the steeper the shot the mo^r difficult it 
i3. j^hat made it easier. Thet shot from rugged paltfddms rather than from behind a windww 
the sill or which was onljy about a <^oot from the floor, wit~h all tliose cartons around 
it. Tlieir targets were filled in the ground, which gatfe them all the time in the world 
to adjust. ;#d, of course, they were not movite^and there was ni fully-leafed live 
oalc tree in their way. Even then, not one of these country's best shots could duplicate 
the ,sJiop ting all of you attributed to Oswald! This j_ a in your own testimony, the testi- 
mny of Ronald ^imrnons. _£t is in my two bookd I cited above. 

And it is no t in anvthinn vou ever wrote in your veritable torrent of misrepres- 
entation of the truth, of the grim reality. 

Referring to this as shysterism is, x believe , to praise it, it is that un- 
conscionable. 

Again I|task, "Have you no shame.?" Is not what you say and were part of worse 
for tiie nation than dven Mc^arthyism? 

J -n what you said and I q^ote above in which you seek to give the impression that 
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you are the worlds best expert in "the physical evidence," which those tests are, 
by the way, are they not? you say you r&ad every word th CIA had. 

If you did not know that was neither true nor possible when you headed the SmckeO 
feller A'omniissidl/'s whitewash and coverup, they you were^not even as good as a Keystone 
p as an investigator. 

'j-'ke first of those CIA records, and they are restricted to Oswald only, that 

the CiA deposited under the 1992 law it the National Archives, was 18 l/2 feet thick. 

That means about three stuffed file cabinets. It had and has ever so m$ch more, but 

take just these three file^ cabinets of record}; could you have read them and done anything 
U 

else in many moths? 

•1 

In my FOIA legislation I got about a third of a million pages. I k#fow how long 
it takes just to read them, leave alone make the notes that are indispensible ify any 
use made of them. • 

Again I ask, "Have you nof shame?" 

But what did you do with the records you did get? First off the bat I say you 
suppressed the CIA's evdcnce that disproves the Commission's made-up "solution" injtcrms 
of the shooting as captured on the 2hpruder film. Using it you(plurail said it 
shows that the F resident was hit by the first shot at ’j'hame 210. 

When I reprinted my third book of 1967* t^tographis ^hitewas^Ln 1976 I used 
some of your I&ckefeller ^nrnrni nn- i.on records you suppressed, (pages 294ff ) 

Tou got from th€ CIA* s Hational^hotographic Interpretations Center, and I quote 
its lrmdwritten reference on page 299* where! X have your record in faesimile. They 
gave you "the four photo briefing boards made from the ytZapruder film of President 
Kennedy's assassination^ They, gave you a tabular frame-interpretation, typed in six 

4 / 

columns relating to four of the panels. Not a single one says that any shot was fired at 

& 

Frame 210! And without that your pport is a fraud. „ • 

' r 

They gave you a written, columnary version of their conclusions, these of LIFE 
magazine which bought the Zapruder film rights and oij "Other Possibilities." 

Their interpretation is that the first shot was fired at Frame 206. Tfje last 
column st^rs the same thing from "other possibilities". At that /rame the President and 
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his limousine were complotedly ^Locked by^^visible^ thgrlogh thaJ densely-leaded live- 
oak tree^. 

A his is to say tliat the natnon' s best photo-interpretation^xperts say your 
"■oport is impossible. 

The records I publish in facsimile are copies of your R ockefeller Cokmission 
records. ^his is to say, you, knew, . Horeo\ifer, you regularly boast of having read and 
understood it all. S 0 I ask again, li^ave you no# shame" when you supposed this from your 
report? 


fou have a great time without "Rosetta Stone" conction coming from your first 
book, ^ou say that theTiipit killing is this ^psetta •Stone of thevjEK assassination. 

Xou, personall y made the time-reconstruction case the Commission used to get 
Oswald to the 3cene of tint crime in time to do it. I published what I say without 
comment from you and I said it to your face at v anderbilt, and you could not wriggle your 
way aromund it. Creating condition favorable to your preconcpetion with no valid base 
for tlie^even then you could not get Oswald there- by the time you said he, Tippit 
was shot! 

^fid if tliat 44 not "Rosetta s tone" enough, in this you supprseessd from the 
import a document you had and I got from your files, the affidavit of T.F. Bowley. If ydfot 
by any remote possibility missed thal; in your bcasted-of reading of all the Commission's 
records , which means 20 0 cubic feet of . them 9 did you invent s'peed reading ?- I published 
it in facsimile in what you have and read. Post Mortem. ■Hjji'ytake the time to use the 
index. is on page 493. 

lour Commission specialized in having as file copiesfwhit disproved its 
conclusions close to illegible copies wheh/ in fact it had legible original js. -An earlier 
illsutreHon of this that I also pub /-ashed in facsimile is the handwritten memo with 
wiiich Secret Service Agent 3olin Joe Howlett forwarded to Washington the night of the 
assassination a copy ofif Zapruder's film. In it he 3aid that Zaprdder told him he 
actually felt a bullet pass over his right shoulder from that grassy Knoll. In and of 
itself this disproves your $»p ort, you had ifi on file, you did not ask either Howlett 
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or ^apr3er to testify to it-you suppled it from your Report and from your deliberations 
1 4 
in preparing for that Report. 

Want a real "Rosetta .Stone "-here it is! 

' x '-ui- file copy of the Bowley affidavit is close to illegible. Y ou should 
recognize the number 11 at the bottom of thalf affidavit as an FBI numbering they used 
in collections of records into volumes. Because pinpoint you, personally, in what I 
wrote, instead of giving you my typing that I regret cannot be any better 1 attach a 
xerox of that page. While the text of the Bowley affidavit from your files in pretty 
poor, the f oof" note I, .added is quite legible. In it I accused you of suppressing that 
evidence, tliat affidavit. I said that you said that fi 'ippit was killed at 1:15 because 
"Bominfo Benavides reported the jjp.lli.ng over ^uppit's radio 'at about 1:16 p.m." (Did 
you not same evety that a bit to make you± case?) I then say, "Yet Benavides hag/ told 
Balip that another man had placed the call" aMi I cited the testimomy, at 62449. Nos 
this was your area. I then say, "That man, T.F.Bowley, was never questuoned by the Com- 


mission and is never mentioned in the ©partReport. " (llo wonder, huh?) 

Bowley looked a hid watch, jfe was on his way to^feals^hid wife up. It was trfr 


then 1 :10 p.m. and lippit had rleady been shot. ' : That, / I then say, means "Oswald woi£?d 

Of 

w^ulu have hid n<5 more than 7 minutes to walk almost a mile to the scene of the crime, an 
impossibility asJ^elin was well aware. What bett^/reason for ^elin to ignore Bowley 
and pretend the killing took place later?" 

-I went into thi# earlier, again 10C£a from vour Commission rec i/^'T-^e 
x ippit Murder" chapter of my first book* ^n ut (page55) 1 get into vour personal -Hnring 
by beginning it earlier than the evidence permitted. Thafwas to give Oswald more time, 
vjan't it? 'And I q$ote your own time reconstruction as taking 17 minutes and 45 seconds! 
(Bage 56 . \ Sven with your hoked-up beginning time you could not get Oswald there to do 
it, in your own figures, not mine or Bowley^, until two minutes and 45 second after it 

was on the police radio. Which nobody could get t O work for a while a/jfli that after 

'X' • 

ippit was already killed! / 

Here is you real, the only real Tippit Killing Bos^tta §tone and you, per- 
sonally made it and you, personally misrepresent it entirely in your "solution” to 
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THE STATE OF TEXAS 
COUNTY OF DALLAS 

BEFORE ME, 


AFFIDAVIT IN ANY FACT 




„ Notary Public io and lor .old County, Stot. ol Tuxac on thl, day pc, .anally oppcor.d. — 

,, .. i ..-. -/■_!?- z" 3i5u Pi^sssrtisa Atae^_L34 £$£■ 5 — — ■ 

. . , On n-idiv S-wecbcr 22, 1?63 I 

Who. oiler being by me duly jworn. on^oolh depose. prri wyM r ^ rin - in| j lifUi 0 S ihoat 

pick in. CJ rifo urn at'.vr!: nttfce 

■^r- ny . x t»wwi*s a b^-c ^ a 




. f|; ( i 


SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN TO BEFORE ME THIS .2 — DAY OF . • 


■ ,A,D. »fd3 


/yJ& ZSn y rattan _ 

0 " *N.lory PuWic, Dottu. County, Turat 


David Belin claims that Oswald’s guilt is demonstrated by taking the Tippit murder and 
working backwards. Belin should know since he suppressed the evidence proving Oswald 
could not have killed Tippit. The Report claimed that Tippit wm killed at 1:15 because 
Domingo Benavides reported the killing over Tippit ’a car radio at about 1. 6 p.m. 

(R166). Yet Benevides had told Belin that another man had, placed the oall 16H449;. 

That man, T. F. Bowley, was never questioned by the Commission “die never mentioned 
in the Report. This affidavit is published without comment at 24H202. - Yet, if lippit 
were killed at 1:10, as Bowley swore, Oswald would have had no more than 7 minutes to 
walk almost a mile to the scene of the oxime, an impossibility of which Belin was well 
aware, what better reason for Belin to ignore Bowley and pretend the killing took place 
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the- JldC assassination! 

/^jick “onnett vwjld have eycvxed you! 

I have herein limited myself to only some of thwt you foisted off on the Rimes' 
and journal's trusting editors and through them on the still-suffering poepje If you do 
not believe itysomo or send someone to go over my files of correspondence. It should be 
clear to you that - have eve^ greater possibilityT'But aside from you)/endless running off 
at the mouth without regard to fact and truth, you are not at this stage of my life worth 
it. •‘•ou have the impartiality and dependability of a Judenrat and in ouy society that is 
close to. the role in which you tfcjst yourself. Nobody held a gun to your head of' threat- 
ened your f Emily and you did not yourself face the gas chambers. But you did kLil^the % 
truth and you intended to kill thiTfST trmth'eiap: in your obsessive quests for Vindication 
and with the record y<M made, of wliich 1 have only a part in this, vindication for you 
simply is not possible. 

o matter ^ ow you twisijjs, distort, misrepresent and lie, you^ecord is there in 
other than your less than' honest version of it and you are going to have to live with the 
truth, not your fabled version of it. 

X ou tojd my friend Sam SBEt'that X sxj my work are "inaccurate." I am now 01 , in 
serious imptiired health, I've written this off the. top of the head, and I solicit from 
you refutation, from your own evidence, of what 1 say^Slscf from your own evidence. 

I suggest it is well past time for you to learn to keep your mouth closed and 
notdamage your reputation even more and just sarefto live with what you did V do rather than 
try to persuade the world that you did not do it. 

Even boastung, yoifs^^e4- to Sam, aH you have t0 others (without any mention of 
any fax la..s) that, "All royalities from it(your book) hnsaashosh set a g i for charity. 

■fiiat is a pretty tricky formulation, efcunsellor. Do^it means that you are getting inter- 
est one it? And if it is fox' charity why in the world did you not give it to the charity 

' 


yMi have in mind and let them get the benefit of it rather than setting it aside? 

Yo^/are proud ox that, huh? It makes you unique, is that What you are saying 
in your boasting? Well, you are not unique. *ou are a success tfj lawyer. 


a man of means 



compared wit&'j me. I di^. all the work I've done with no sjrpport, with no financial 
contributions - and dm I gave to tell you the cost of filing more than a dozen 'FOIL 
lawsuits ( ome of wliich were stonewalled for a decade?-and altMupi X usually find no 
occasion to mention it, what you are going to give away is peanuts, rancid peanuts 
being their source, compared with whatX have. I have deeded all my work, the rights to 
all / work, all those third of a inxlilon^^coxtits iXgot from the government and all^ 
my „ork with~®5sh and on them plus our property^ to a local small college that is also 
cue of tho best by tils IS Hews annual peer evaluations. Aside from our house we have 
5+ acres where it is not gasy to get a buic/ding lot for SI 00,000, The college already 

has those of my records I cannot how use. 'this includes, by the way, another of you 
Judonrat-lSJqs failures wheljf you headed the Rockefeller Commission and were supposedly 

' ' ' f 

investigating the CIA and what it did, i’rahk Olson was a local scientist who was kulled 
by the CIA when it slipped him, without Ijs knowledge, an ofjterdose of IfiD, I k^ew one 
of Ms sons, both of whom are professionals of outstanding reputation, when he was a 
fine hoy in. high school. So I got what record?; the' CIA dislosed. is not possible to 
read them without seeing that it was responsible for his death and that its own in- 
vostiJption/ef itself was a whitewash and a coverup, AS you shouid have seen in the 

k *(4y 

•a re'Aently, after the exhumation of Ms body a#d careful# /and detailed examination 


of it by outstanding forensic experts, they concluded while they did net find a case of 

Ajiurder they could take to court, they have no d<£7ubt tliat he was murdeBed by being 
^through/ 

thrv j6h tfrxagk'a hotel window from 12 stories up, Without your investigating it at all, 
although jff do not expect; any reply from you, I will respond to zf ajr denial of 
any mistake you allege and x will use any response you make in facsimile, as I will also 

0 I 

vxprt tliatif you make no response, •‘• intend this as a direct challenge and we'll see if 
you are man enough, professiolial enough, informed as you boast you are uniquely informed 
if you do respond. 

I regret that reading and correcting I realljr do feel sorry for you, 
this will take some time. 




